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Bef ore BOWAN and LOKEN, Circuit Judges, and SCHWARZER, "~ District
Judge.

PER CURI AM

In May 1992, Jimmy Calvin Caves conpleted a federal prison
term and conmenced a five-year term of supervised rel ease inposed
by the District of M nnesota. I n Decenber 1994, Caves pl eaded
guilty to distributing marijuana in the Eastern District of
Okl ahoma and was sentenced to 108 nonths in prison. The governnent
t hen comenced t hi s supervi sed rel ease revocati on proceeding inthe
District of Mnnesota. At the revocation hearing, Caves admtted
that his Cklahoma drug conviction violated a supervised rel ease
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condition. The district court® revoked Caves's supervised rel ease
and sentenced him to twelve nonths in prison, to be served
consecutively to his Oklahoma sentence. Caves appeals that
sent ence.

Chapter 7 of the Sentencing Quidelines sets forth policy
statenents for dealing with violations of supervised rel ease. The
policy statenments provide that Caves's drug of fense was a Grade A
violation, U S. S .G 8§ 7Bl.1(a)(1)(ii), for which the court "shal
revoke" supervised rel ease, 8 7B1.3(a)(1). Inthis case, Caves and
t he governnent agreed on a revocation sentencing range of twelve to
ei ghteen nonths, the mninum prescribed by 8§ 7Bl1.4(a). Regarding
the i ssue of consecutive sentencing, 8 7Bl.3(f) provides:

Any term of inprisonnent inposed upon the revocation of
.o supervi sed rel ease shall be ordered to be served
consecutively to any sentence of inprisonnent that the
defendant is serving, whether or not the sentence .
bei ng served resulted fromthe conduct that is the basi s
of the revocation

Unli ke other Cuidelines policy statenents, Chapter 7 policy
statenents are advisory, rather than binding, upon the district
court. See United States v. Levi, 2 F.3d 842, 845 (8th Cir. 1993).
In this case, Caves urged the district court to exercise its
sentencing discretion and i npose a concurrent revocation sentence
because Caves's original offense conduct and his violation of
supervi sed rel ease had already resulted in an i ncreased prison term
bei ng i nposed by the Eastern District of Oklahoma. After hearing
argunment on this issue, the district court inposed the twel ve nonth
consecutive sentence w thout further explanation.

On appeal, Caves argues that we nust reverse because the
district court (i) did not state on the record that it had
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consi dered the sentencing factors specifiedin 18 U S.C. § 3583(e),
and (ii) did not explain the reasons for the sentence it inposed.
We di sagree. The court inposed the m nimum sentence in the range
to which the parties had agreed. It followed an explicit policy
statenent in nmaki ng that sentence consecutive. Caves cites no case
requiring a sentencing court to explain a revocation sentence that
is consistent with all applicable policy statenments, as well as an
agreenent of the parties. W decline Caves's invitation to assune
that the district court did not consider the basic statutory
sentencing factors enunmerated in 18 U S. C. 8§ 3583(e). W al so
reject as without nerit his contention that the district court
abused its discretion by inposing a twelve-nonth consecutive
sentence for this very serious violation of the conditions of
Caves's supervi sed rel ease.

The judgnent of the district court is affirned.
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